In the weeks following the publication, of our article 'Do we need a symbol for a central open vowel? ' (Barry & Trouvain 2008) , we received 12 personal communications commenting on and discussing the points we had made. Martin Ball has since published his discussion points in JIPA (Ball 2009), as has Daniel Recasens (Recasens 2009), who was not among the 12 who contacted us directly. Thus it would be fitting for us to summarize the points made by the 11 members 1 whose opinions have not yet been made known to the rest of the IPA community and to refine our standpoint in the light of Recasens' and Ball's comments.
For that very practical reason we must continue to argue against Daniel Recasens' wish to keep the bottom line as it is, despite his cogent articulatory and acoustic arguments that the vowel space is more restricted along the open back-to-front dimension. Ultimately, the differences in the AUDITORY domain are binding and those who mailed us were practically unanimous in their acceptance of a need to represent the central open quality. The crosslanguage comparisons which supply part of the supporting argument for such a symbol can in fact be presented in terms of the oft-cited phonemic basis of the IPA symbol inventory: why should languages with a 'triangular' system be forced to select from an inventory which is based on the assumption of a front-back open-vowel opposition? The question must be asked yet more emphatically in a contrastive context, where a 'triangular' system may be compared with a 'quadrilateral' one.
Admittedly, that argument opens the door to a demand for mid front and mid back vowel symbols since, as Recasens points out, systems with three degrees of opening are badly served by the present four-degree IPA framework. Also, it is unfair to point out (reapplying Recasens' argument when it suits us, after refuting it when it didn't) that the acoustic, articulatory and (we would stress) the auditory space between [e] and [E] Martin Ball expressly avoids taking sides on the basic question we asked, but we agree with the stance underlying his discussion of the different options IF a symbol for the central open vowel were to be introduced, and we have no problems with the conclusion he comes to.
Having received considerable feedback on our article, much of which supported our call for a central open vowel symbol on practical grounds at least, some of which argued theoretically against its introduction, we would like to conclude with concrete suggestions for the Council to consider and vote on in two stages: 1. The central open vowel quality should be represented on the IPA vowel chart by the [A] symbol. If this proposal is not accepted, we suggest the following compromise, which provides both a practical solution and brings the vowel chart closer to the theoretical principles that have been invoked as arguments against the central open vowel in this discussion: 2. The 'Other Symbols' category should be expanded to include optional vowel symbols which do not fulfill the phonemic contrast principle and overload the vowel chart but are considered essential in practice, namely 
